This article reviews Brian Street's (1995) book Social Literacies: Critical Approaches to Literacy ~evelo~nt, Ethnogfap~y, and Edmation in light of current debates in literacy and education. This essay review will discuss Street's analysis of current issues in the field of literacy with specific focus on his definitions of autonomous and ideological models of literacy and how the shift from autonomous to ideological models will transform literacy practices. The review concludes with a challenge to researchers to think specifically about how Street's work might impact their own research.
The current political atmosphere surrounding literacy education in the United States is pitting Whole Language and Phonics instruction against each other in the struggle for power over the educational agenda. Whole Language teachers, already besieged by district administrators clamoring for evidence of rising standardized test scores, are coming under increasing pressure to abandon mining-based language arts curricula in favor of decontextualized skills instruction. This dominant literacy pedagogy relies almost exclusively on traditional definitions of literacy as a reified set of basic skills devoid of social context or political implications. Even more socially oriented literacy pedagogues put forward in the Whole Language (Goodman, 1986 (Goodman, , 1996 Edelsky, 199 1) and Writing Process (Emig, I97 1; Graves, 1983 Graves, , 1994 Perl, 1979) movements are instantiated in classrooms in traditional forms that isolate basic skills (Applebee, 1984; Langer & Applebee, 1987; Gutierrez, 1992) . As can be seen in recent media coverage, African-American and Latin0 students are once again targeted as in need of basic skills education in order to keep up with the rest of "us." The current conservative poIitica1 agenda promoting "back-to-basics" is putting increasing pressure on schools to improve standardized test scores, specifically using Af~can-American and Latin0 students as a target audience, through phonics-based reading programs.
If we, as researchers, are to offer teachers real solutions as they struggle against a strong conservative backlash to create meaningfil learning experiences for their S~U~CX%S, iha we YES chdienge the current dj~hotomous argument between Whole Language and Phonics as if. false debate and the wrong question (Coles, in press ). We need to et~ogra~hically document, instead, what teachers are doing in their C~~SXOO~S. If they are not teaching whole language or phonics, then what are they teaching? It is, I suspect, more than a hybrid between whole language and phonics I suspect that we will find literacy as situated social practice, in ptwrice.
Our chdlenge, then, is to bring evidence of current classroom practice to bear on the pub1 ic debate in order to move the discussion forward to the more critical agenda set forward by Brian Street (1995) represented as a eontex~-n~~~tral skifl, then it fufRis the politicaI purposes of those in power to maintain a position of superiority by marginalizing other forms of literate knowledge. This position is outlined most clearly in chapter five, "The Schooling af
Literacy," written with J. Street. This chapter examines how one form of literacy, def?ncd by a conservative middle class discourse of power and knowledge, has come to dominate iiteracy practices in contemporary schooling. The authors argue that through the '~pedagogization of literacy" (p. 106), obje~ti~ed conceptions of literacy are naturalized in practice. Pedagogization is defined as the socially constructed link between institutionalized processes of teaching and learning and literacy. By reducing literacy to a "neutral" set of reading and writing skills, literacy is defined apart from social context and becomes, then, a "content to be taught through authority structures whereby pupils learned the proper roles and identities they were to carry into the wider world" (p. 118). This is a particularly relevant definition of literacy in today's conservative political climate in the U.S. As mentioned, African-American and Latin0 students, currently labeled as "at risk" or "inner city," are particularly targeted for these skills-oriented pedagogues held as exemplary practices by "back-to-basics" advocates.
Street challenges researchers to investigate "how the assertion of authority and the allocation of pa~i~ipants to specific roles and relationships are inscribed within particular literacy events" (p. 123). Street claims that ethnography will describe these processes most effectively and calls for ethnographies of literacy that will fulfill the need for an ethnographically based conception of literacy as the social practice ofreading and writing grounded in social, political, and economic contexts. According to Street, literacy is ideological and situated within the larger ideology of language as social practice. In Street's ideological model, literacy is conceptualized as a critical social practice that makes explicit underlying assumptions and power relations inherent in conceptions of literacy as social process. In other words, literacy is more than acquiring content but, in addition, locates reading and writing in the social and linguistic practices that give them meaning. Thus, cognitive processes of reading and writing are not ignored but are "encapsulated within cultural wholes and within structures of power" (p. 161). An explicitly ideological model of literacy emphasizes the value of ethnography to describe the lives of the people "on the ground" and the ways in which macro social and political processes are enacted in people's daily lives, Furthermore, Street argues that notions of the "great divide" between literacy and orality tend to deflect attention from real meanings and purposes of literacy in the face-to-face lives of local peoples made evident through ethnography. Through ethnography, then, the microgenetic levels of literacy are made visible (Green & Dixon, 1996) .
The Value of Ethnography in the New Literacy Studies
Literacy research in school contexts is necessary not only to reveal persistent negative consequences on students, but also to highlight successful transformations of the context for literacy learning in effective classrooms. Street appears to argue that because schools perpetuate autonomous models of literacy, researchers should not include them in ethnographic studies of literacy practices or count on schools as possible avenues of change. Understanding the pedagogization of literacy and the consequences of this reification is essential in the construction of a critical redefinition of literacy, however, I would argue that it is equally important not to abandon schools as sites for the critical transformation of literacy practices from strictly autonomous models to more situated ideological models. Ethnographic research in schools.' for example, has documented contexts within which literacy learning is revealed to be a profoundly sociat process grounded in context (Gutierrez, Larson, Rymes & Stone, 1995; Duranti & Ochs, 1986; Larson, 1995a; Rymes, 1995) . Furthermore, classroom ethnographies of literacy have documented the consequences of autonomous models of literacy on linguistically and culturally diverse student populations (Gutierrez, 1992 (Gutierrez, , 1993 Gutierrez & Larson, 1994; Gutierrez, Rymes & Larson, 1995) and pushed our LInderstandii~g of the relationship of the community to literacy learning across contexts (Duranti & Ochs, I 986; Duranti, Ochs & Ta'ase, in press; Heath, 1983) .
In my own work, I have examined how the participation framework can be used as a means of transforming the nature of participation in school-based literacy activities thereby undermining traditional power relations between teacher and student (Larson, 1996) . I have argued, for example, that the pa~ici~atjon framework that evolves in particular classroom literacy events may represent a common understanding of the available participant roles and the rules of participation constructed in context. The participation framework evolves as a broad social and conceptual framework that represents a choice of footings (Goffman, I98 1) available for students to participate in the activity or to interpret meaning. The participation framework becomes a "field of reference n~x~maily accessible to all participants" (Hanks, 1990, p. 49) . Bourdieu ( 1983) describes a field as a space of positions and position taking that presents itself to each participant as a range of possibilities, or a "space of possibles" (p. 344). The participation framework in literacy activity, therefore, can represent the range of roles available for students to assume in literacy events. This sociocu~t~al field regulates students' access to participation by determining the principles of iegitimization according to which given forms of engagements are acceptable (Garfinkel, 1972) .
Meaning, then, is constructed in interaction as individual text becomes a group construction (Larson, 1995b) . A reconceptualization of classroom language and literacy practices that accounts for the profoundly social process of learning inherent in ideological models of literacy can be accomplished in classrooms through the construction of a more symmetrical participation framework within which the meaning of texts can be socially negotiated (Larson, in press ). This intersubjective instructional space creates a common understanding of the meanings, limitation, and potential of literacy knowledge and suggests a reconstruction of literacy curricula to account for the ways in which interaction constructs the context for learning (Duranti & Goodwin, 1992; Nystrand, 19893. In this model, the role of the teacher is transformed from a Foucauldian panoptical observer (Foucault, 1977) seen in most classrooms to that ofjoint participant in the social construction of literacy knowledge. Thus, all the participants in particular literacy events are both literal and figurative co-authors (Duranti, i 986). Viewing class-rooms from the ideological position suggested by Street can, therefore, assist educators in the necessary transformation of school-based literacy practices.
~hallengiag Research Ideotogies
Disrupting the current hegemonic discourse patterns of traditional literacy instruction requires an examination of how social definitions of appropriate participation internalized in school provide the constitutive rules for interaction in society. By changing these interaction patterns educators can change the nature of knowIedge const~ction in classrooms from autonolnous models still dolninant today, though masked in the guise of process pedagogues, to socially mediated knowledge construction. These patterns of participation control meaning, i.e., how meaning is constructed in schools, by whom, and for what. If the process of socialization into language and interactional practices of the larger society begins, not only in the family (Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986; Ochs, 1988 Ochs, ,1992 Ochs, Taylor, Rudolph & Smith, 1992) or the co~unity (Goodwin, 1990; Heath, 1983; Rogoff, 1990) , but in the first years of schooling as children are socialized into the academic discourse community, then reconceptualizing patterns of participation can alter the regularities of interaction in schools and facilitate access to the social construction of literacy knowledge. As Luke (1994) has pointed out, classroom interaction carries powerful messages about what counts as literacy and about the relationship of power, knowledge, and identity. Thus, if power, knowledge and identity are constructed in classrooms, then they can be deconstructed and transformed in classrooms.
Street's work challenges researchers to reevaluate how our definitions of literacy and our underlying ideologies about literacy affect our research agendas. Several researchers have begun to rethink literacy studies in the way that Street suggests. Baynham (1995) offers, for example, an ideological definition of literacy as situated social practice that both shapes and is shaped by deeply held ideological positions in the larger society. Edelsky (1991) presents a careful "rethinking" of whole language as a critical pedagogy capable of challenging traditional definitions of literacy as ideologically and politically neutral. The New London Group (1996) suggests a pedagogy of multiliteracies to account for the rapidly changing world view students face in a post-modern world. Irvine (1996) proposes a framework for developing post-colonial curricula which are radically context-specific and use critical approaches to literacy to explore social and political relationships between a historically marginalized group within a dominant community. Thus, there are researchers attempting to transform literacy practices in schoots in order to challenge autonomous models from whom we might all benefit.
Accomplishing the reform called for by Street demands a radical rethinking of the why, how, and so what of literacy research and pedagogy. Street's current book effectively articulates a progressive research agenda that is an essential read for researchers and educators in the field of literacy.
